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unsurprising that trends were not picked up in working adults because higher SEP participants will likely have office based jobs and a much smaller proportion of their sitting hours are discretionary, thus vastly reducing individual variability. 6. There are no real explanations offered in the discussion to interpret the results. why do more socially disadvantaged people sit more?? Is it simply being explained by confounding?
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GENERAL COMMENTS
Thank you for the opportunity to review this very interesting study. Please see below some suggestions that could improve the clarity of your manuscript.
Abstract "For example, the social class difference in percentage waking time sedentary was -0.5% (95% CI -9.0 to 8.0) for employed people in the Twenty-07 1950s cohort as opposed to 5.7% (95% CI 2.6% to 8.7%) for the retired people in all cohorts combined." The % difference is not clear. Who had 0.5% less sedentary time the least socially deprived or the most socially deprived? Please clarify.
"To be eligible, participants had to …. complete sleep diaries." Are these the eligibility criteria for your study or for the cohort studies included?
In the methods section please comment whether the sample was representative of the general population of the area or whether it was a convenient sample.
Were the data about SEP and sedentary behavior collected similarly among the three cohorts or were there any difference in how questions were asked and response options?
Please provide more details about the ActivPAL device. How often data points were collected? How were data processed and analyzed?
Provide more information about the missing data (9% of your sample)? How many participants were excluded because of missing ActivPAL data? Did any participant remove the device? Did any device stop working during data collection? Was this 9% of the sample different from the rest of the group regarding demographics and SEP measures?
Sedentary time can be different between weekdays and weekends especially for employed participants? As a sensitivity analysis it could be interesting to repeat your analysis separate for weekend and weekdays and examine whether this may have an impact on the findings.
Provide more details about how "employed" versus "retired" was defined. How was this determined? Did people have to work full time? What about volunteer positions? Were the questions similar for all cohorts? 
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
GENERAL COMMENTS
To provide additional information about the feasibility of using accelerometers/inclinometers, please add the following information from your response to the manuscript "two participants were excluded because they did not return activPAL devices. Seven were excluded because there was incomplete sleep diary data. Five were excluded due to poor activPAL quality, assessed using a graphical inspection of the data and 59 due to having sufficient days of data.
The reasons for insufficient days of data were varied and not always reported. Eight removed devices due to skin irritation, in other cases the device had fallen off, become wet, or removed for a variety of other reasons. "
